Introduction
After a rather long period of neglect, the past few years have seen an increasing interest in the diachronic study of word-formation (cf. e.g. This paper aims to contribute to this line of research by investigating the diachronic change of two highly productive German word-formation patterns, namely nominalization in the suffix -ung and Infinitival Stefan Hartmann Nominalization. Drawing on analytical tools from Cognitive Grammar (e.g. Langacker 1987 Langacker , 1991 and Construction Grammar (e.g. Hoffmann & Trousdale 2013), I will argue that the diachronic development of both patterns is best accounted for within a usage-based and constructionist framework. In this view, language is considered a complex adaptive system whose global properties emerge from complex interactions of multiple independent factors on the local level (cf. Beckner et al. 2009 ).
It is widely acknowledged in historical linguistics across different theories and frameworks that language change does not take place in a vacuum, but operates at the interface of cognition, culture, and language use (cf . Bybee 2010: 194) . In the remainder of this paper, I will address these three factors in turn and demonstrate how they shape the specific word-formation patterns in question.
Cognitive Factors: Categorization and Conceptualization
In Cognitive Linguistics, language is considered a "structured set of meaningful categories" (Geeraerts & Cuyckens 2007: 5) . Grammar, then, is treated as "a prototypically structured, schematic network built up from categorised instances of actual language use in context" (Pleyer 2014: 238 Zeppelin would seem rather odd in (1) since it profiles the process of landing rather than the event as a whole. In (2), by contrast, die Landung would be entirely acceptable since the context allows for both a processual reading and a more 'holistic' construal. In a commonly employed perspectival metaphor (cf. e.g. Konerding 1993: 162; Verspoor 1996: 437) , the Nominalized Infinitive (NI) can be said to evoke a construal in which the conceptualizer's viewpoint is involved in the ongoing event itself. The boundaries of the event are not 'in view ' (cf. Verhagen 2007: 53) . In the case of ung-nominalization, on the other hand, the event is conceptualized from a 'bird's-eye' perspective. The event is viewed as a whole, from its beginning to the end. Consider the case of (Gerichts-) Verhandlung '(court) trial': A complex frame is evoked which consists of a canonical sequence of distinct events, e.g. testimonies, pleadings, and, finally, a verdict; but rather than profiling this succession of events, Verhandlung refers to the trial as a whole.
These two schematic construal options ('holistic' vs. 'processual') (3) and (4) below can be considered a construction in its own right for a number of reasons: First, it is highly frequent as long as it is still productive (see Figure 1) . Second, the instances of this construction constitute independent, and in principle omissible, parts of the sentences in which they occur. Third, the non-compositionality condition can be seen as himself' (LEGA_P2_OMD_1709_WaeysenOrdnung | GerManC)
The [PREP NOM] construction, by virtue of referring to a temporal (and, in some cases, also a causal) relation, evokes a highly processual (hence:
'verby') reading, especially when the PREP slot is filled by in or bei. In the most frequent and most prototypical variant of this construction, a theme Stefan Hartmann argument is given either in a genitival complement as in (3) and (4) or in a complement clause as in (5). These complements contribute further to the processual semantics of these examples. A comparison of (6) with (7) demonstrates that genitival complements, taking up the direct object argument of the base verb, also contribute to a 'verby' construal of ungnominals in contexts other than [PREP NOM] constructions. In (7), Vergebung 'forgiveness' arguably denotes an abstract, generic concept, whereas in (6), it can be interpreted as referring to the act of forgiving. period from 1650 to 1800 covered by the GerManC corpus (Durrell et al. 2007 ; 688,302 tokens), we can observe a highly significant decrease in the construction's frequency (Kendall's τ=-0.71, p<0.01; see Figure 1 ) 3 . In addition, we find a significant decrease in the relative frequency of ungnominals accompanied by genitival complements as in (6) The increasing use of ung-nominals with determiners could, at least partly, also be attributed to the obligatorification of the determiner, which started out as early as the Middle High German period and subsequently spread to ever more contexts (cf. Nübling et al. 2013: 294-297) . However, if we consider only the article constructions in the GerManC corpus rather than the corpus as a whole, we find that the proportion of ung-nominals with a determiner in relation to the sum total of article constructions increases significantly, as well (Kendall's τ=0.87, p<0.001; see Figure 3 ).
Yet another development pointing to an increasingly 'concrete' and 'nouny' construal of ung-nominals is the use of pluralized forms. While these are highly infrequent in the Middle High German period (cf. Hartmann 2013b),
we find an increase in the use of pluralized forms both in the Mainz Early Stefan Hartmann New High German corpus (MzENHG, a yet unpublished corpus mostly based on texts collected for a project on German noun capitalization, cf.
Bergmann & Nerius 1998; 683,302 tokens) and in the GerManC Corpus (Figure 4 ). In the latter, the increase proves highly significant (Kendall's τ=0.77, p<0.01).
To sum up, then, the diachronic development of ung-nominalization can be word-formation products in -ung, the constructional schema that users of Present-Day German abstract from the instances they encounter differs considerably from the schema obtained by speakers of, say, Early New High
German.
In the case of Infinitival Nominalization, a loosening of restrictions seems to have taken place. As Werner (2012: 168) points out, Nominalized
Infinitives (NIs) from verbs denoting punctual events, e.g. Zerschlagen 'smashing', are not attested in earlier stages of German, which points to a constraint being effective until the ENHG period. 6 This loosening of restrictions might be a reaction to the need to coin new NIs to "replace" ung-nominals. At the same time, the increasing potential productivity of Infinitival Nominalization (see section 4 below) might further contribute to the decrease in productivity of ung-nominalization.
Cultural Factors: ung-Nominalization and its Competitors
The diachronic development of ung-nominalization also illustrates the role of cultural factors in word-formation change. Throughout the entire German language history, ung-nominalization has been subject to competition, which is partly determined by cultural factors, as well. In the Old High German period, it competes with, among others, implicit derivation (reiten '(to) ride' -Ritt) and derivation in the suffix -ī 
produzieren '(to) produce' -Produktion -Produzierung -(das)
Produzieren. However, the use of non-native nominalizations in -(a)tio (n) as well as of ung-nominals with non-native bases is strongly conditioned by the text types the word-formation products occur in. If we consider the humanistic, legal, scientific, and newspaper texts represented in the GerManC corpus to be closer to the conceptually 'written' pole and the subcorpora containing dramatic and narrative texts as well as sermons to be closer to the conceptually 'oral' pole -on a scale of 'writtenness' vs.
'orality' as proposed by Koch & Oesterreicher (1985) -, we find that the two types of word-formation products are distributed unequally (see Figure   5 ). In the more 'oral' text types, a significantly smaller amount of ungnominals is derived from non-native bases than in those text types closer to the 'written' end of the scale (Fisher's exact test, p<0.01, odds ratio=2.86).
Similarly, the token frequency of nominalizations in the loan suffix -(a)tio(n) is much smaller in the 'oral' than in the 'written' texts (Fisher's exact test, p<0.01, odds ratio=0.1).
Another development that can be linked up with cultural factors is the overall increase in the use of nominalizations across different text types. As [p.167] In summary, the various "sources" of nominalizations pertaining to a specific word-formation pattern are partly culturally conditioned and, consequently, subject to change. In the MHG period, many ung-nominals are coined in mystical texts and religious translations. At that time, Latin is still the almost exclusive language of the sciences and humanities. In the ENHG period, however, the German language gains importance in the latter domains. Hence, academic terminology becomes another important source for ung-nominalizations (cf. e.g. Eichler 1996) . But cultural factors do not only determine (at least partly) which words enter the language: They also affect the decline of specific word-formation products. As a result, they might also contribute to the emergence of word-formation constraints affecting ung-nominalization.
Conclusion: A Usage-Based Approach to Word-Formation Change
This paper has presented a cognitively oriented, usage-based approach to word-formation change. We have seen that the word-formation products of (2000) analysis, the potential productivity of ung-nominalization shows a highly significant decrease in the period covered by the GerManC corpus (Kendall's τ= -0.51, p onetailed <0.01). According to Barz (1998) and Werner (2012), Infinitival Nominalization is then used as a "replacement process", which leads us to predict that its potential productivity increases. This is indeed the case (τ=0.33, p one-tailed <0.05). Figure 8 plots the diachronic development of both patterns in the time covered by the GerManC corpus.
Importantly, the empirical findings presented throughout this paper are in line with a usage-based conceptualization of language. In this view, a language is considered a "massive, highly redundant inventory of conventional units" (Langacker 1988: 133) . This characterization -which is largely compatible with the constructionist view of language as an inventory of form-meaning pairings -entails that the classic distinction between the lexicon as "a list of basic irregularities" (Bloomfield 1933: 274) and the grammar as a set of combinatorial rules is seriously flawed. Instead, we can conceive of linguistic knowledge in terms of a "constructicon". In contrast to classic conceptualizations of the lexicon, the constructicon is best thought of as a network of interconnected units of linguistic information (cf. e.g. answers to major theoretical questions in a bottom-up fashion.
Studying word-formation change is therefore an indispensable part of an empirically oriented historical linguistics that is more than it is sometimes reduced to. Most importantly, historical corpus linguistics is much more than frequency counting or number-crunching for its own sake. While
Chomsky famously stated that "[c]orpus linguistics doesn't mean anything" (Andor 2004: 97) , Hilpert (2013: 207) 
